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Dear Harold, 

Re the new FBI documents and the mark on the curbstone, I am 
still not convinced. 

You write that what is new 11 is the FBB explicitness and recog- 
nition: There had too been a risible mark. 11 So far as I am aware, the 
FBI never denied that there was—at some time prior to the first 
examination in 1964 — a risible mark. With extant photographs of it 
taken on the weekend of the assassination they weren’t about to deny 
that there hadbeen a mark. I don’t think that was ever an issue. 

All that the FBI maintained was that when they went ba.ck to locate it 
at the WC’s request, they couldn’t find, it — or, to put it another 
way, it wasn’t there. 

The more I think about the whole curbstone matter, the more 
troublesome it becomes, from any point of view. That ish because a 
lot of what is virtually certain doesn’t neatly fit any- explanation. 

I agree that the curb appears to hare been "patched." But why? Covering 
up the mark would not negate the fact that there was an errant shot, 
since Tague had been hit and that fact was reported to the police and 
recorded almost immediately. Similarly, the mark had been observed by 
many and had been photographed. Its existence was undeniable so patching 
makes no sense to that extent. Patching perhaps to prevent an analysis 
of the metal left behind on the curb? I have problems with that too. 

If only a "patch"were used, it could be chipped away and the metal 
srnear uncovered. Xxh The easiest solution to avoid analysis of the metal 
was just to scrape it away. In that ca.se, patching would be superfluous, 
if not dangerous. So, if the "patcher" acted to cover up evidence, I 
think he did not act rationally. 

There is also another side to the mystery. If the original 
mark was patched over, what mark was eventually found and analyzed? 

Also, if the FBI is in any way actively implicated in this falsification 
of evidnce, why would they analyze a mark they knew to be a fake and 
then report that it had a different metallic composition than Oswald’s 
bullets? For that matter, why did they not stick with their original 
version that time had washed the mark away? 

I’m playing devil’s advocate. But I still fail to see what 
is new in the FBI documents on this point. Perhaps "new" is the wrong 
word. "Significant" might be better. 


Hurriedly, 
HR 
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